TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today (1) was not witten for publication in a | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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Appl i cation 08/ 089, 433!

HEARD: May 5, 1999

Bef ore BARRETT, DI XON, and BARRY, Adm nistrative Patent
Judges.

BARRETT, Adni nistrative Patent Judge.

! Application for patent filed July 12, 1993, entitled
"Informati on D splay System For Displaying Tine-Series
Nunerical Val ues And G aph Sinultaneously,” which clains the
foreign filing priority benefit under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 119 of
Japanese Application 4-199840, filed July 27, 1992, and
Japanese Application 4-258557, filed Septenber 28, 1992.
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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from
the final rejection of clains 1-22.
W reverse.

BACKGROUND

The di sclosed invention is directed to an information
di spl ay system for displaying tine-series nunerical-val ue
data. As described in the specification, it was known to
di splay tine-series nunerical-value in a list formas shown in
figure 1; this lets one see the exact nunerical values (and
non- nuneri cal values, such as the "urine sugar" paraneter),
but it is difficult to visually grasp the trend in the data
fromthis presentation. It was also known to displ ay
time-series nunerical -value data as a graph as shown in
figure 2; this lets one easily visually grasp the trend in the
data, but it is difficult to read exact values off the
coordi nate axes. Appellants' invention is to display the |ist
of tinme-series order nunerical-value data and the graph of the
ti me-series order nunerical -value data sinultaneously on the

sanme di splay surface as shown in figure 16.
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Caiml is reproduced bel ow. 2
1. An information display system conprising:

reproduci ng neans for reproducing information
regarding a plurality of itens recorded onto information
recordi ng nedi a;

sel ecting neans for selecting conbined item
groups which are grouped into a plurality of
predet erm ned conbi nations of itens, anong information
regarding the plurality of itens reproduced by said
repr oduci ng neans;

ti me-series order nunerical -val ue data
generating nmeans for generating tinme-series order
nuneri cal -val ue data in which nunerical -val ue data are
brought into said tine-series order, with respect to
itenms including said nunerical -val ue data, and bel ongi ng
to the conbined item groups selected by said selecting
nmeans;

ti me-series order graph generating neans for
generating a time-series order graph in which said
numeri cal -val ue data are graphed in said tine-series
order, with respect to itens including said
nuneri cal -val ue data; and

di spl ay neans for displaying sinultaneously said
ti me-series order nunerical -val ue data and said
time-series order graph on a single screen of the display
nmeans.

2 Note that "with respect to" on text |line 12 of
claim1l, as reproduced, was inadvertently changed to "which
respect to" in the anendnent received Novenber 2, 1994 (Paper
No. 4), and in claim1l reproduced in the Appendix to the
Brief.
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The exam ner relies on the followng prior art
ref erences:

Nor den- Paul et al. 5,247,611 Sept enber 21, 1993
( Nor den- Paul ) (filed April 22, 1991)
Saito 5,261, 031 Novemnber 9, 1993

(filed April 9, 1990)

Clainms 1-22 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. 8 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Norden-Paul and Saito. The exam ner's
position is that Norden-Paul teaches an "information display
system ™" "reproduci ng neans," "selecting neans,"” "tine-series
order nunerical -val ue data generating neans,” and "di spl ay
means" and that (Final Rejection, page 3):

It is noted that [Norden-]Paul does not explicitly
teach the graph generating nmeans as cl ai ned. However,
[ Norden-] Paul 's tine-series data suggests any well known
type of representing these data can be used such as
representing in the graph formas clainmed. Furthernore,
Saito teaches that the graph representation of
time-series data such as [Norden-]JPaul's is [sic, was]
widely used in the art (Saito, figure 2). Thus, it would
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the
art at the time the invention was nmade, in view of the
teaching of Saito, to configure [Norden-]Paul's system as
claimed by representing [Norden-]Paul's tinme series data
in graph form

W refer to the Final Rejection (Paper No. 5) (pages
referred to as "FR_") and the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 8)
(pages referred to as "EA_ ") for a statenment of the
exam ner's position and to the Appeal Brief (Paper No. 7)
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(pages referred to as "Br__") for a statenent of appellants’
argunent s t her eagai nst.
OPI NI ON

The clains are argued to stand or fall together (Br3).
Caim1l is considered as the representative claim

Appel | ants argue that Norden-Paul teaches no nore than
the admtted prior art list shown in appellants' figure 1 and
that Saito teaches no nore than the admtted prior art
graphi cal representation of tinme-series data shown in
appel lants' figure 2 (Br6). W agree with these findings.

Appel  ants argue that there is no suggestion in either
Nor den-Paul or Saito to display a time-series |ist of
numeri cal -val ue data and a tinme-series graph of such data
simul taneously on a display screen. W agree.

The exam ner sets out several reasons why the
sinmultaneous display |limtation is either taught (because of
the way it is clainmed) or would have been obvi ous over
Nor den- Paul and Saito, none of which reasons we find

per suasi ve.
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First, the exam ner states (FR3):

It is noted that [Norden-]Paul does not explicitly
teach the graph generating nmeans as cl ai ned. However,
[ Norden-] Paul 's tine-series data suggests any well known
type of representing these data can be used such as
representing in the graph formas clainmed. Furthernore,
Saito teaches that the graph representation of
time-series data such as [Norden-]JPaul's is [sic, was]
widely used in the art (Saito, figure 2). Thus, it would
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the
art at the time the invention was made, in view of the
teaching of Saito, to configure [Norden-]Paul's system as
clai med by representing [Norden-]Paul's tinme series data
in graph form

Whet her it woul d have been obvious to graph tine-series order
nunerical -value data is not the issue. There is no doubt that
graphing time-series order nunerical -val ue data was
notoriously well known to nmathenaticians, scientists, and

engi neers for centuries. The issue is whether it would have
been obvious to display tinme-series order nunerical -val ue data

and a tinme-series order graph of that data simultaneously on a

single screen. The exanm ner's reasoni ng does not address that
particul ar issue and, therefore, is not persuasive.

Second, the exam ner states that "Saito's graphs in
figure 2 contain both graph and [a] 'l oosely defined |ist of
the tine-series data in the list by just having the data al ong

two axis [sic, axes]" (EA3). That sonmeone may be able to
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determ ne the nunerical value fromthe graph in Saito does not
neet the claimlimtation for "nunerical -val ue data" in

addition to a tine-series order graph of that data.

"Nurnerical -value data"™ is data in the formof a nunerical

val ue, not a point on a graph or a point along one of the
axes. Thus, to the extent the exam ner relies on a broad
claiminterpretation of claim1 to read on Saito, we find such
i nterpretation unreasonabl e.

Third, the exam ner states that "both representation of
list of [sic, and] graphical representation of tine-series
data are well known and wdely used in the art, therefore the
si mul t aneous di spl ayi ng of such well known images is
consi dered as obvi ous and conventional to a person of ordinary
skill in the art" (EA3-4). Since sinultaneous display is
appel | ants' argued invention, we require nore than a nere
concl usory statenent by the exam ner that what appellants
cl ai m woul d have been obvious. As evidence, the exam ner
coul d have provi ded an exanpl e of sinultaneous representation
of time-series order nunerical-value data in |list form and
graph formon the sanme page of paper, perhaps from an

el enmentary textbook, which would have taught that sinultaneous
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di splay was a well known information representation technique.
The exam ner al so coul d have provi ded evi dence to show t hat

ti me-series order nunerical -value data could be displayed in
list formin one conmputer w ndow and di splayed in graph form
I n anot her conputer wi ndow on the sane screen in a conputer

wi ndowi ng environnent. However, instead of presenting

evi dence, the exam ner has based the rejection on nere

concl usions at the very point of argued novelty, which is not
persuasive. It is the examner's duty to present a

pri ma facie case of obviousness. W review the exam ner's

rejection based on the record created by the exam ner.

Fourth, the exam ner states that "in the disclosure,
Applicant admts that there is a nexus between the prior arts
[sic] infigures 1 and 2; or in other words, it would have
been obvious at the tinme the invention was nade to conbi ne the
teachi ngs of Norden-Paul et al. and Saito" (EA5). The fact
that the graph in figure 2 is a graph of the nunerical data in
figure 1 says nothing, in itself, about displaying both
figures sinultaneously on a single screen of a display. The
exam ner's statenent that the relationship between figures 1

and 2 sonehow i nplies an adm ssion as to the obvi ousness of
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conbi ning the teachings to provide the clained subject natter
IS erroneous.

Fifth, the exam ner makes a distinction between
"nunerical values" and "nunerical -val ue data," stating that
"nunerical value data is the data related to the nunerical
val ues and not necessarily the nunerical values itself" (EAD)
and ( EA5-6):

Exam ner regards the "nunerical value data" in the clains

as the relationship between the graph itself and the

values in the coordinate system (e.g., Saito, figure 2).

Therefore, Exam ner maintains that Saito's graph in

figure 2 shows not only the tine series order graph, but

also the time series order nunerical value data.

Thi s argunment appears to be the sane as the Second argunent
addressed, supra, and we refer back to our discussion thereof.
It is clear that "nunerical-value data" is data in the form of
a nunerical value, not a point on a graph which indirectly
represents a nunerical value. Again, to the extent the

exam ner relies on a broad claiminterpretation of claim1
that reads on Saito, we find such interpretation unreasonabl e.

In summary, we conclude that the examner has failed to

establish a prima facie case of obviousness. Accordingly, the

rejection of clainms 1-22 is reversed.
REVERSED
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